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x Urgent 0 For Review El Please Comment 4; Please Reply 0 Please Recycle 

Dear Mr. Clien: 

I 

11 

1 I was advised by FCC Bureau Chief Assistant Phyllis )Chandler to fax you Los Angeles County 

Commission on Human Relation's comment with regjprd to the FCC's evaluation of broadcast 

ownership rules ar the hearing to be held in kchrnon(1, VA., Thursday, February 27,2003 so that our 

comment may be included as public comment in reladions to the proceedings. 
1: 

Thank you for inclusion of our comment for consideription 

I 
Sincerely, 

Cherylynn Sara Hoff 
Senior Intergroup Relations Specialist I 
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FEDERAL 

COM.MENTS OF THE LOS Ah'GELES COUNTY CO M S S I O N  ON HUMAN RELATIONS 
REGARDING THE FCC RF.VlEW OF CURRENT 1 /ROADCAST OWNERSHIP RLJLES 

I 
1' 

The Commission on H u m  Relations of Los Angeles Pounty (the Commission) hereby submits 1- 

I1 

comments in response to the Federal Communication Commiss on's (FCC) re-evaluation of broadcast 

rebwlations affecting diversiry, localism and competition. For ofer fifty years the Commission has addressed 

ISSUCS of intergroup tensions and equity among the residents of:aryably the most diverse County in the 

nstion~ Among a number of programs the Commission hosts is I the Media Image Coalition (MIC), rhe first 

multiracial, multi-cultural, inm-religious media advocacy and 1 zducafion organization in the United States. 

Members proactively work: to promote a balanced pomayal odmedia images that reflect all people in OUT 

society; to increase visibility of diverse people throughout the {ntertainment and media indusmes; and to 

tducare about the benefits of inclusive hiring practices and baljbced images. From its extensive work in the 

arena of human relations, the Commission has come tn recogn Fe the challenge of making responsible 

dccisions rhat are, at the same time, economically sound and s cially equitable. Further, it has come to 

recogrize rhat profit margins are more and more dependznt onla company's ability to satisfy the needs of a 

diverse consumer base with a likewise diverse offering ofpro ~UCI, viewpoints, and mploymsnt oppomnities 

that reflect the cultural and ethnic composition of the market. 

consumers have a strong interest in receiving information, ide Is. perspectives, and viewpoints kom diverse 

snurces and that access to such information facilitates informe { partlcipanon in the affalrs of rhsir local 

communities and the nanon. 

1~ 9 
4 

addition, it should be considered that 

1' . . .  

1, 

1 
li 

It is in this light that the Commission raises concerns 'Ibout the FCC's current review of key 

rsgulahons--such as that which prevents a single company frob owning TV stations that reach more than 

35% of households nationwide--which, if eradicated or waivelo, threaten to negatively affect diversity of 

viewpoints, product and hiring practices in the media industry! Our concern is similar to the one expressed by 

Senator Ron Wyden who warned rhat, with a waiver of these qjegulations, "we could have the most radical 

consolidation of media ownership in OUT history." As the FCd6 is well aware, in the year following the 

passage of the 1996 Telecommunications Act (1996 Act), whkh lifted a significant number of ownership 

limitritions. a flood of mergers, consolidations, station swaps grid sales occurred. Certainly, this has been me 

ofradio where, for example, Clear Channel Communications (now owns more than 100 stations, malung it, in 

mms of audience ouheach, second only to Westinghouse, w (ich itself owns 77 independent radio srations 

1: 

,I 

1; 
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I 
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and multiple stations in the nation's top ten ndio markets. Similjply, there has been widespread consolidation 

111 klevlsion, cable. and telephony with the creahon of Time W ber/Tuma, the world's largest media 

company, and Bell A t l an t i cM~ex ,  the largest regional telepho 1 ie company in rhe United States since 1987. 

Where prior to the passage of the 1996 Act, a party could only qwn one AM and one FM station in a single 

inarkrt without seeking a waiver, after the act's passage, subjec/ to limits imposed by antirust laws, an ouner 

~-ould  hold up to eight radio stations in a local market. Coinbini, g the power of a daily newspaper with 

control o v a  a 9ignificant portion of the radio spectrum would a f low that owner to control the debate on many 

issucs in the local community Common sense teaches us that i 1 such a scenario, newswonhy events that are 

unpopular with the group owner could go unreported and vie4oints unacceptable to or even critical of that 

owner might be suppressed. In such a setting, whrn considerin relaxing important safeguards that protecr 

diversity of viewpoint and competition, wisdom counsels cauti bn. Particularly given that the 1996 Act has not 

proved to have produced the vigorous compelition and robust 'versity that it promised. 

't 

4 
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Supporters of deregulation assume that a loosming of jes~ct ions would increase a company's 

competitive ability without compromising its social rerponsive,hess. 1 The Commission bclieves that just rhe 

opposite is m e .  As Reed Hundt, former chairman of the FCC, 

One Voice? Cross-Ownemhip offhe Press, "it is generally undprsmod that the rise of media monopolies ius 

led to a shift in edironal content. city by city, to a far less con /ontational, far less controversial, far less 

skeptical and challcnging press." As rhe FCC itself noted in 1475', when citing the potential dangers of 

concentrated ownership, "The significance of ownaship, fro i the standpoint of the widest possible 

disserninatlon of information, lies in the fact that ownership carries with it the power to select, to edit, and to 

choose the methods, manner and emphasis of presentation, all pf which are a critical aspect of the FCC'S 

concern with the public interest." In the 1995 review ofitsbrdhdcast ownership policies, the FCC 

achowledged "if all programming passed through the same fi ter, the material and views presented to the 

public would not be divsrse." 

de clear at a recent panel Speaking W ~ l h  

I 

As the President of the h'ational Association of Broad asters, Eddie Fritts, warned. "This is about 

preserving a diversity of voices in the local 

implies new outlets which would in turn translate into in,creas Id choices for the viewer, the reader, the 

listener, and the Internet user, othsrs, the Commission included, are concerned that cross-ownership threatens 

to reduce diversity. "The idee that there are all these voices 9 cross-ownership is a bit of a canard," warns 

Nancy Maynard, author of Mega Media: HQW Market Forces bre TransforminE News- a SySte?MtlC 

examination of how cross-ownership is affecting the media. Iaynard recalls, for instance, the deep concerns 

ahout the quality of new3 repom'ng conveyed to her by staff 

' Mulnplc Ounershp of Srandard, FM and Television Broadcast Stbtions, Sccond Repon and Ordcr, SO FCC 2d 1046, 

Whereq some argue that consolidation of ownership 

1: 
?%e Oakland Tribune after she turned rhe 

.~ 7 1 
1079 (1975)("Second Repon and Order"), recon, 53 FCC 2d 589 

Sanders, Edmund. (2003. Fcb. 16). "Mcdia Giants 31 Odds on TV Station Owncmhip." Los Aneeles 
p. c1. 
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paper, which she co-owned for more than ten yeus;over to 

comments expressed a collective concern for the future of 

3 distinct narrowing of reponing following corporate 

ownership. Her forma staffs' 

journalistic standards when it reflected 

The Comrmssion believes that, though it may be argued that diverse programming can be 

accomplished by a single owner programming many media out& diversity of vieqoints  will always be 

rhrzstened by such common ownership. A common OWR has 

information released through its outlets, a potential that threate 1s the First Amendment goal of the widest 

possible dissemination of information. The cross-ownership rul has been and continues to be the most 

cffective way to protect local diversity; its strict application ha 1. i successfully preserved diversity of vleupoint 

e power to control and manipulate the i 

in many communities which today enjoy a more vigorous of divzrse and competitlve sources than they 

w.ould have absent the restriction. 

Where some argue That the explosion of information a ,ailable from the Internet, cable and other 

inionnation sources has made protecting diversity of v i eyo in ' s  S through diverse ownership unnecessary, both 

Ihr relative infancy of these technologies and the realiv of cro$s-ownerships in these media undcrmlne this 

argument. New technologies may increase outlets ~ t h o u t  a 

,I 

g significant local vicwpolnts as most of the 

new technologies are not locally based and do not provide ne 9 is or information on local issues. Although 

~echnologies, spccifically zhe Internet, fail to reach large regmhts r of the community and do not presently 

cable television and the Internet may have the potential to facittate anragonistic debate on local issues, they 

do not now serve that purpose to any significant degree. On ca le, PEG sccess and leased access, the two 

avenues most likely to include local content, are undrrutilized 1 Even if the Intcrnet were a good source of 

local programmlng, ir is not an independent media voice, as mmy of the online news services are currently 

owned by the mjo r  nrwspapers like The Washington Post an The New York Times. Further, thest new 

1 
I havc the some mass audience capacity that newspapers or radi do. Access to the Internet IS costly and using 

ths Internet requires a level of technical expertise thar not eve pone will attain. Conversely, simply turning on 

a radio or buying the daily newspaper has been and will conti p e  10 be w i ~ i n  the reach of the vast majority of 

local citizens; and media outlets which can reach all such 

the widest possible dissemination of information on local 

are of utmost importance when it comes to 

s in a participatory democracy. 

Finally, substantial barriers to enrry for small mzdia insinesses, especially those owned by mnontiss 
1 

and wornm, are endemic to the current broadcast industry cn&onment. Relaxing reylations would 

significantly increase those baniers. Consider that, although e overall percentage of minority-owned. 

commercial broadcast stations remained fairly constant at three pacent between 1993 and 1995, 

3 
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acquisitions of broadcast stations by minorities have declined i 

1993, as compared to 19 stations in 1994, and only nine stahor 

under-representation of minority owners in broadcasr, includin 

minority enterprises. The trend toward consolidation in thc rad 

indrpsndent radio stations to compete against larger group ow 

lead to increased consolidation and raise market mhy bamers 

While the Commission does not object to the FCC adc 

gowth within the market, we believe that the regulations cum 

dn important safeguard in protecting divasity in the media. M' 
climnation of national ownership limits for radio and the ensu 

concentration of ownership of media outlet place at gave risk 

currently in place srrve to prorect. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Rev. Zedar E. Broadous, USN (Retned) 
Commission President 

' NTI.4, Minorlty Telecommunicarions Dcvrlopmont Propri~m R 
April 1996, p 3. 

~dily.' Minorities acquired 26 stations in 

in 1995. Many factors con'aibute to the 

:he elimination of incentives for financing 

market has also reduced the ability of small, 

rs. Relaxation of the current regulations will 

'en higher 

Ing policies that promote cornpetinon and 

ly under remew by the FCC have served as 

! important, we recognize that the =cent 

g trend toward consolidation and 

e diversity values which the regulations 

Robin S. Tom, 
Executive Director 

DIT on Minority Commercial Broadcast Ownership, 
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